Creativity has come a long way as a topic of research within the social sciences. From a long-standing fascination with the figure of the genius to being a mental property we all share (at least in potential), there is little ground within the individual that creativity scholars did not cover. And yet, despite the individualism intrinsic to many existing models, there is no denying the fact that creativity cannot exist outside of social interaction. Not only are creators using resources from their social context but also the creative act needs the evaluative look of other people for something to be called "creative. " This line of thinking, at least in psychology, is known as systemic. For scholars from other disciplines such as education, organizational studies, and sociology, creativity was systemic from the start. How could we understand students' creativity outside of their interaction with other students, with teachers, with the school environment as a whole? What can we say about the creativity of employees that is abstracted from the context of the group and organization within which they work creatively? Equally, a sociology of creativity could never take its starting point from the isolated individual (as, unfortunately, a lot of psychological literature has done in the past decades). And yet, there is very little written in sociology about creativity, which might come to many as a surprise. Why is this the case?
The long history of individualization of this concept, briefly mentioned earlier, has clearly played a role, going hand in hand with its appropriation by psychology. Sociologists might also be wary of a concept that is charged with certain sociopolitical and economic associations. Many creativity discourses are indeed produced to make creative people and their outcomes a commodity. Finally, there is the issue of reification. Creativity as a construct is difficult to place in a sociological frame because it potentially refers to many things at once: people, products, processes, attitudes, beliefs, action orientations, and so on and so forth. How is one to make sense of all of this?
As this thoughtful and vivid analysis of creativity from a sociological perspective demonstrates, we need a strong sociology of creativity both y for the sake of sociology and for that of the social sciences, including psychology. In sociology, the notion of creativity can be very useful to create a bridge between individuals and society. Indeed, if creative action can never be conceptualized solely as individual or social it is because it r is simultaneously individual and social. This makes it a very interesting d analytical concept for a dynamic, relational analysis of the transactions between individuals and their societal context. For the other social sciences, the sociology of creativity brings a renewed interest in the mechanisms of producing and validating creativity, more specifically, d producing creativity through its social validation in a co-constructive act. We are aware today of how group collaboration can shape creative expression. How about institutions, work environments, and technological changes? All these, and more, invite us to consider creativity through a sociological lens. Monika Reuter's book is a wonderful illustration not only of how a sociological perspective is built, but also of its theoretical and practical consequences. Her review of the field helps one place this view within a larger conceptual landscape. Her empirical work illustrates neatly the construction of creativity within a concrete social setting. But, most of all, her theoretical model is something to be cherished and developed further. One of its great strengths lies in the fact that it bridges traditional gaps between individuals and society, between revolutionary and mundane creations. This is perhaps one of the greatest contributions of a sociological view: it helps us rethink existing categories and articulate them within a broader, more ecological picture creativity.
In the end, creativity itself belongs to no single domain of knowledge or discipline. Nor should it belong to one. Just as creative phenomena are known for their characteristic of crossing boundaries, the study of y By adding the voice of sociology to the disciplinary mix, this book decisively contributes to its diversity and creativity.
Vlad Glăveanu Brady Wagoner July 15, 2015
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